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SPEECH BY THE PREMIER, MR. DUNSTAN, AT WOMEN JOURNALISTS LUNCH. 
Mrs. Hudson, ladies and gentlemen : 
First of all let me admit to having exercised a human prerogative : 
I've changed my mind. 
When, with much pleasuref I originally accepted your invitation I 
intended to speak about Government policy and initiatives vis a vis 
the emergence of women's rights as a political issue. 
That's certainly a topic I want to talk about later. But in the 
interval between accepting your invitation then postponing it (which 
I did only with reluctance and out of necessity) and now other matters 
have come up which are of immediate concern to us both in our working 
lives. 
•^^re seems to have emerged among some journalists a fear that the 
Government is agin them - that we're hell bent on suppressing Press 
freedom. I think some reporters have begun to sniff for the sulphur 
when they interview me. 
First, runs this argument, it was the appointment of Press Secretaries, 
then the Privacy Bill, the establishment of the media monitoring 
unit and, somewhat mysteriously, the streamlining of Parliamentary 
question time - all part of a plot against the fiercely independent 
fourth estate and the beginning of the end for democracy. 
It's nonsense, utter, unmitigated, unadulterated nonsense. I can -
do - assert that with an absolutely clear conscience. However, 
tre fear has been expressed. It's a legitimate, if groundless, 
criticism and it merits explanation rather than simple assertion by 
way of denial. 
Let me take the various points separately. 
The appointment of the Press Secretaries was one of the Government's 
first decisions. It was taken with deliberation and in the expectation 
that it would attract criticism. We weren't disappointed. 
The basic fear seemed to be - and "The Advertiser" said so editorially -
that this new system would impede journalists' access to Ministers. 
We said, with simple truth, that it was designed to do the very 
opposite, to facilitate contact. It was also intended to provide for 




a ^ gr'eater two-way flow of information about Government policies and 
decisions and grew out of our experience and mutual frustrations when 
the Labor Party was previously in office. The Leader of the Opposition 
was provided with similar facilities so that he, too, could exercise 
properly- his constitutional function effectively to oppose. 
Now, some four:,years later I think you'll agree that, by and large, 
that's the way.'it has worked. Individuals may have had occasional 
disputes or misunderstandings. But the initial misgivings have had 
no basis in reality. 
Next the Privacy Bill. Here the debate is, of course, on a higher 
level and raises genuine matters of public concern. And here again 
journalists, individually and collectively through the A.J.A., have 
expressed anxiety about the measures proposed - even alarm in some 
cases. It's suggested - and I don't for a moment doubt the sincerity 
i^the critics though I dispute their contention - that the Bill will 
provide a severe setback to Press freedom. By Press, of course I 
include newspapers, magazines, radio and television stations, the 
whole range of what is now generally and inelegantly called the media. 
Especially, it is feared, the Bill will impair freedom to investigate 
and expose wrongdoing in high places. 
It does not do so and nor does it seek to do so. 
The task facing the Government (it's one of the cardinal functions of 
Governments) is to reconcile two virtues; the independence of the 
Press and the citizen's right to privacy. 
once said - and he had a point : "I should not object tc a law to 
compel everybody to read two newspapers, each violently opposed to 
the other in politics: but to forbid us to read newspapers at all 
would be to maim us mentally and cashier our country in the ranks 
of civilisation". 
The Press has a special role in our national life - an essential, an 
honoured and much foughfc-over one. If liberty is to thrive it must be 
objective, rigorous, sceptical, candid, irreverent and forthright. 
The privacy of the individual, too, is a virtue and it is one which in 
recent years has been under just as much attack worldwide as had the 
freedom of the Press. An advanced technology with its potential for 
insidious erosion of privacy has given the problem a frightening new 
dimension and urgency. 
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j^ pt'icle 12 of the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights states : 
"No-one shall be subjected to arbitrary interference with his privacy, 
family, home or correspondence or to attacks upon his honour and 
reputation". 
Today that privacy - without which no person has dignity - can be attacked 
or abused not only by secret police and the other nasty agents of 
totalitarianism but by electronic devices, computers, commercial 
agents and the plain vicious. 
Let me put another point to you - one with which you'll be familiar. 
In an ideal world, the Press is high-minded, public spirited and 
motivated solely by a lofty and fearless desire to serve the common weal. 
We don't live in an ideal world. Newspaper proprietors have to 
•
onsider profits and circulation. They provide entertainment as well 
s news. They may even be preoccupied with it. Proprietors of 
newspapers or other channels of communication are human: it is at least 
conceivable that they may activated by bias, give vent to distortion, 
be prepared to subordinate other considerations to those of circulation 
or ratings. 
The result may be the most ghastly or ghoulish intrusion into the 
lives and homes of ordinary people - frequently when they are at their 
most vulnerable. And the harm or distress occasioned thereby may be 
irreparable. 
I'd be prepared to wager that there's at least one individual in this 
room who's been asked to do something in this category in the course 
fe professional duties which was utterly distasteful to him or her. 
Surely no-one can reasonably argue that the protection of private 
citizens from unwarranted, unsought, degrading intrusion of this 
kind is a virtue or that it is a responsibility of Governments to 
provide guarantees for it. 
What the Government has sought to do then is to reconcile these two 
virtues. 
The individual has the right to be let alone. The Press has the 
right to inform and to expose wrongdoing if it has evidence of it. 
The defence incorporated within the Bill of the pursuit of the public 
interest guarantees that right. 
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Whe.r^  the public interest is involved - and that's broad in scope -
the Press remains unfettered. What is protected are those areas of 
a person's private life which are his or hers alone. It is a balance 
between the legitimate needs of the community and those of what 
Professor Zelman Cowen called The Private Man. 
We have made a fair and honest attempt to give these protections and, 
I believe most sincerely, that our case is a sound one and one which 
you can applaud both as journalists and as private citizens for, 
remember, you are both. 
From, at it were, the sublime to the gorblimey and the most celebrated 
taperecorders since Richard Nixon went shopping. 
The issue of the media monitoring unit seems to be the Press Secretaries 
all over again. All sorts of dire forebodings have been expressed in 
fe course of which Kevin Crease has moved from being one of the great, eat guys to becoming Big Brother. 
Even Renfrey DeGaris was stirred sufficiently to describe the equipment 
as Victoria Square's U2 ( a phrase that I thought deserved a better 
run than it got). It isn't, of course, It's an electronic scrapbook. 
All we are doing is to provide a press clipping service of the air. 
Certainly we intend to reply to criticisms or inaccuracies. We've 
always sought to do so whether they're published in print or broadcast. 
It's just that we haven't been able to be as efficient about the 
broadcast media because of technical limitations. Whether or not our 
reply gets published remains, just as it has always been, a responsibil-
ity and a decision solely for those in charge of the medium concerned. 
^Pmilarly with the landline proposal. We're planning to supplement 
written press statements with recorded press statements. We cannot 
force anyone to use them. And just as any reporter worth his or her 
salt doesn't take a written release as being the alpha and omega of 
the story nor do we expect the tape to be the last word heard merely 
because it's recorded. 
Members of the Government will continue to be accessible and accountable 
to the Press. This is our policy and our conviction. 
So, too, with Parliament. We aren't trying to gag the Opposition (I 
sometimes think they're doing quite a good job in that direction 
themselves). We are trying to provide a way of coping with the 
enormous increase in Government activity and business requiring 
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Parliamentary consideration while safeguarding the rights of the 
Opposition to scrutinise the doings of the Administration. 
The range of Government activity - for instance the whole portfolio areas 
of environment and conservation, consumer protection and sport and 
recreation have come in since this Government was elected - has 
increased enormously and with them the pressures on Parliament. 
By using questions on notice - standard and approved procedure in all ' 
Parliaments in Westminster style democracies - to supplement questions 
without notice we can get through more business in a shorter time. 
The Opposition in not, repeat not, disadvantaged in any way. In fact, 
a considered use of questions on notice, can elicit a lot more informa-
tion than the without notice technique. 
^ r e l y again, a reasonable examination would suggest that this is a 
reasonable approach. 
So, I hope the Press will continue watchful and inquiring. But I do 
not submit that there are no present grounds for alarm. 
Relations between politicians and the Press should never be too close. 
Polite, yes, amiable even. But not cosy. We both seek to serve the 
community interest in differing and sometimes divergent ways. A 
situation of creative tension is perhaps the best we should hope for. 
We want, and are trying, to put our side of the story in the most 
efficient way possible. We don't expect to go unquestioned and don't 
ask to do so, 
Lch leaves me now with no option but to sit down and ask Pat Hudson 
to call for questions. 
Thank You. 
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